Were Women Worth 2000 Drachmas in the Sassanian Period? 





Morteza Hemasi 
Translation by: Persiki Baghdad 


In his book "Sasanian Persia: The Rise and Fall of an Empire" (2009) Dr. Touraj Daryaee has 
written that women were equated with children and slaves and their price was 2000 drachmas: 


"Legally, women were seen as equal to children and slaves and the dowry of a women was about 
2000 drachma, equal to the price of a slave."“V) 


Where as in this doesn't apply in the Zoroastrian tradition, for example, in the parstg text of 
"Peyman-I kadag-xvadayth" (PK), though written at a later date, is reflective of the marriage 
conditions and women's rights in the Sassanian period, and its contents are completely 
correspondent to the marriage contract found in the Mogh Mountain, which was written in the 
7th century AH, in which we read: 


"After the (conclusion) of this contract, that person (=bride) liked the other (groom) and desired 
him, and demanded of him 3000 silver drachma of the currency for [her] nobility." 


We observe that this contract must belong to the Sassanian era, as Maria Macuch writes: 


"The date of this contract points at 13th century AD (7th century AH) but it is certainly older 
than that, for it contains several terms that were used with the same meanings in Sassanian 
law."@) 


In another part Touraj Daryaee writes: 

"Common women were considered to be the property of men and fetched a certain price (500 
stér). Many of the religious injunctions against women firmly applied to women of non-noble 
category. The priests took much pain in describing in detail every aspect of the life of women 
and their rites and rights. One cannot give a detailed discussion here in regard to the position of 
women in Sasanian society, but rather a survey of the different issues will be highlighted 
here." 


(1) Daryaee, 60. 
(2) Jamasp-Asana, 141. 
(3) .) Cosy oe pute 


(4) Daryaee, 59. 


Contrasting to Dr. Daryaee's position, we saw that a woman's dowry could be 3000 Drachma, 
and also 500 stér for male "ownership" of a woman is untrue, the 500 stér is not the price of a 
female but the penalty of adultery. According to the Madayan-i hazar dadestan, women had the 
final decision on their marriage, if in agreement with their husband they could have separate 


income from working, and if not in agreement the income would belong to her father. Now we 
consult the Madayan, a collection of Sassanian judgements, for the discussed topics. 


Security after divorce: 


"Divorce: some have said that everything brought (by her) in connection with the marriage - such 
as, for instance, (her) paraphernalia and (her) dowry (lit. “her daughter’s share in her father's 
estate") shall be taken away by her, but that which was acquired during the marriage shall 
remain. And the (proper) procedure (or formula) in such a case is this: "let (her) go provided for 
(equipped, endowed, established)."© 


Economic activities of women and separate income. 


"If a husband and wife arc partners and (the husband) makes this agreement: "this thing shall 
belong to him about whom you declare that it is his", (then) - if he divorces (this) wife and the 
wife then declares: "this thing belongs to such a person, it is well!" - it (= the thing) shall not be 
liable to return (to the relinquisher - A. P.) but the partnership shall be subject to cancellation 
("return, removal"). Pusaniic and Martak are unanimous on this point. And Pusanic has also said 
the following: “I saw a record of (judicial) proceedings drawn up in a case of partnership, and the 
decision was to cancel (‘remove, take away’) their partnership" 


Also from another section of the same chapter can be concluded that if a woman does not 
consent to divorce, she can keep the income transferred to her by her husband during their 
marriage: 


"The wife is not entitled to take ("does not take away") the property conveyed to her by her 
husband during the marriage if he dissolves the marriage with her consent, and it (= the property) 


(5) MHD XIX. 4.11-13. 
(6) ibid XIX. 4.4-9. 


the wife is not entitled to take ("does not take away") the property conveyed to her by her 
husband during the marriage if he dissolves the marriage with her consent, and it (= the property) 
remains with the husband."(7) 


The right to earn income from the husband's transferred capital: 


"If a husband conveys a tiling to be received by him and subsequently makes/declares his wife 
empowered with regard to income (=endows her with an income - A. P.), and likewise if (the 
wife) declares: "I do not need it", at the time when the thing is conveyed; some have said as 
follows: a wife cannot be empowered with regard to income (= cannot be entitled to dispose of 
an income; cannot. be endowed with an income -A. P.), but she is entitled to receive a thing 
conveyed to her; if, however, (she) does not accept (it), then (this thing) does not leave the 
conveyor (the "original" possessor/disposer). Vahram has said that a wife can be made/declared 
empowered with regard to income, and - inasmuch as the income will (then) belong to the wife - 
it does not go to the husband. But Médo<k>mah has said that this question should be 
investigated. And the opinion has likewise been emitted that when he endows his wife with an 
income her acceptance (of the transfer) must be declared." 


Regarding inheritance of wives and daughters from the father and repaying his debt discussions 
exist that show the independence of women in debt repaying and equal share of inheritance 
between them. It is also possible that the entire wealth of the father transfers to the wife or 
daughter of the family since a fixed law on inheritance shares does not exist. According to the 
content of this book, the mother of the family or didag (which points to a greater concept than 
the modern family) becomes the 'chief' of the family after the father but a male chief must also 
be chosen to manage the diidag alongside the mother. in the Madayan different judgements 
regarding inheritance have been passed which we shall look at and end the discourse with the 
topic of 'ownership of women by men! in Sassanian times. 


The families' mother's (padixSay-zan) right to give her daughter in marriage after the father's 
passing: 


"If in a family there is a mother, then the starth (~guardianship) for a brother does not go to the 
sister. The reason for this is that the mother is entitled to give the daughter in marriage, and as 
the result of this circumstance, the guardianship of the brother over the sister is insufficient (for 
her calling to assume his stirth -A. P.)."© 


(7) ibid XIX 4.13-14. 
(8) ibid XXIII 17.9-16. 
(9) ibid XXIV 22.6-8. 


Equality of inheritance share of the daughters with the sons: 


“Tf in a family ("in that place") there are two brothers and a sister, and they divide (the 
inheritance) and the younger brother and the sister jointly receive ("take") a (common) share; 
then the guardianship over the sister goes to the younger brother.” 


Wives’ and daughters’ economic independence in repaying the father’s debt: 

“Tf there is one daughter in the father's ("fathers'") family, and (if) she has received (a share 
from) her father's estate as inheritance, and she possesses it, the opinion which has been given (is 
that) (her position as heiress - A. P.) until she marries is equal to (the position of) a son. But if 
she is married, then she does not have unlimited rights on the use of the income (from the 
inheritance she has received -A. P.; lit "as regards the income, she is not a taker and disposer as 
she pleases"); but as regards claims (against her father's debts), she is obliged to pay them within 
the limits of the estate she possesses (= of the portion she inherited from her father -A. P.).”0) 


Women’s un-obligation to repay their father’s or husband’s debt before marriage: 

“TA mistress of the house or ("and") a daughter] is not obliged to convey ("pay') 

as settlement of her father's or husband's debt that which the father [(‘‘and") or husband] 
received as a loan ("debt") before the marriage (and which then) passed to her 

as (her) own property (or "as a personal possession") from her father, (or) from her 
husband., (or) from the King of Kings.” 


With paying attention to the numerous passed judgments about women and their rights that 
weren’t referred to in this short note (such as the laws concerning the partnership of a daughter in 
padixSay-zanth marriage, etc.), the claim that women had no legal rights and were counted as 
‘property’ of men or that their price was equal to a slave is completely false and void of value, 
and stems from a mis-translation of the Madayan, since the punishment for raping a woman was 
equal to 500 drachma, not her worth. Thus the claim that “Common women were considered to 
be the property of men and fetched a certain price (500 stér).” has absolutely no basis. Now we 
shall look at the fine for adultery which sadly have been associated with the ‘price’ of women: 


“Tf anyone abducts ("steals") a married woman and enters into an illicit sexual relation with her, 
then 700 (drachms) must be paid as a fine for adultery and 500 drachms (as a) fine for abduction 
("theft"). 

A fine of 600 drachms shall be paid for the deflowering of a minor and the minor 

shall be returned (to her family).”(%) 


(10) ibid XXIV 22.13-14. 
(11) ibid XLII 62.12-15 
(12) ibid XLII 63.1-3 
(13) ibid XLVI 73.8-10. 
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